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This thesis traces the development of utopian literature 
through the lens of the liberal-communitarian debate. As Jurgen 
Habermas asserts, utopian thought plays a vital role in the 
positive development of society. Habermas also observes that 
utopian energies are failing in modern society and that this 
limits our ability to achieve an affirmative community. I agree 
with Habermas's assessment and therefore here I examine literary 
representations of utopia with the hope that utopian energies can 
be revived. As I argue here, literary utopias can inspire and 
guide us towards positive societal change. In chapter one, I 
examine the utopias of the early modern period, focusing 
specifically on Thomas More's Utopia. Here I reveal that More's 
special insight is the concept of artificial scarcity which he 
believes forces men to accept inequitable social structures. 
These structures, in turn, prevent humanity from reaching its 
full potential. Therefore, better institutions will improve 
humanity. In the following chapter, I investigate Karl Marx's 
Manifesto of the Communist Party as well as his earlier 
philosophies as they appear in The Economic and Philosophical 
Manuscripts of 1844 and the German Ideology. Here I look at the 
way Marx's theory that humanity's consciousness is determined by 
his material existence affects his vision of utopia. From this 
we learn that humanity cannot be separated from social 
institutions. Finally, in chapter three, I explore the arguably 
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dystopian Atlas Shrugged by Ayn Rand. Here I claim that the 
novel is in fact, in Rand's conception, a capitalist utopia. In 
the world of this novel, the individual is valued above all else 
which leads to the destruction of community. Rand, however, 
argues that the partial destruction of society is necessary in 
order for the elite to form a true collectivity. Although I 
cover a wide range of texts covered in this study, through it we 
see that the search for utopia is actually a search for true 
collectivity. I argue that although past attempts to reach this 
collectivity have failed, Habermas's theory of communicative 
action is inclusive enough to account for the diversity of 
modernity. 
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The present state of the communitarian-liberal debate 
In a town meeting in Chester, Pennsylvania, Senator Rick 
Santorum presented President Bush's plan to overhaul Social 
Security, focusing heavily on the benefits of private accounts 
(Toner). Although Mr. Santorum held the meeting to talk to 
younger generations about the proposed change, his audience 
ranged from college students to retirees (Toner). While Mr. 
Santorum's speech was focused on the benefits of privatization, 
the New York Times reported a mixed reaction from the audience. 
Many of the older members of the community attended the 
meeting to protest the proposed changes, and Mr. Santorum did 
little to change their minds. Martin Berger, president of a 
retirees union, voiced one of the group's dominant concerns: "We 
built the system. We believe that it should be available for our 
children and grandchildren" (Toner). However, a few of the 
younger members of the audience disagreed with this 
intergenerational, family and community focused perspective and 
voiced support for the plan of privatization. Student Katherine 
Dombrowski strongly supported the idea of privatization and 
described resistance to the privatization as a refusal to accept 
self-responsibility. "I don't understand what everybody has 
against the idea of taking care of yourselves, " she said (Toner). 
Although this debate centered on the issue of Social Security, 
the comments of these two audience members are part of a much 
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broader socio-political debate between the two dominant currents 
of American social theory: communitarianism and liberalism 
(Delanty 43). Communitarianism argues that humans are social by 
nature and emphasizes that the good of the community is in the 
best interests of the individual. Berger, with his focus on the 
necessity of the community in the life of the individual, is 
representative of the communitarian perspective. Conversely, 
liberalism prizes the rights of the individual and therefore 
asserts that social institutions should not interfere with the 
freedom of the individual. The liberal perspective is 
represented by Dombrowski because she believes that the 
individual should be free from any community or government­
imposed restraints. 
In my discussion of the Social Security debate, I presented 
Berger and Dombrowski as clear-cut examples of a communitarian 
and a liberal. These two perspectives can be seen as endpoints 
on a continuum. On the far left, the communitarians argue that 
the individual can only reach self-actualization as a member of a 
community; therefore, the rights of the individual should always 
be subordinate to the good of the community. On the far right, 
the neo-liberals argue that the individual should be free from 
any restraints, community-based or otherwise. Again, in both 
cases, the most extreme proponents believe that a full 
implementation of their ideals will lead to the best possible 
version of Social Security, specifically, and society in general. 
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Most people, however, are not extremists or utopians but espouse 
a hybrid of the two perspectives or fall somewhere closer to the 
middle of the spectrum. 
Indeed, the conununitarian and liberal discourses mix 
promiscuously in current thought, as well as in past debates, and 
the difference between those on the right and those on the left 
is often a mere matter of degrees. In this shadowy debate, 
recognizing the emphasis of each rhetoric is imperative because 
the conununitarian and liberal perspectives lead us in radically 
different political directions and to radically different 
versions of the ideal society. A persistent tension exists 
between these two perspectives, and much of utopian literature 
seeks to resolve this tension. Although utopian texts may favor 
either liberalism or conununitarianism, all utopian texts, by 
definition, seek to find the ideal balance between the interests 
of the individual and the interests of the conununity. The most 
optimistic of these texts assert that these interests are in 
perfect harmony with each other. In order to understand the 
positions within the current utopian debate, I will examine the 
literary history of utopianism within the context of the 
evolution of social theory. 
In "The Crisis of the Welfare State and the Exhaustion of 
Utopian Energies, " Jurgen Habermas claims humanity is losing its 
willingness and ability to imagine utopia. At present, many 
consider the discourse of utopia to be irrelevant because of its 
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idealism; however, I expound upon Habermas's argument that the 
discourse of utopia is relevant because of that very idealism. I 
believe that the hopefulness expressed in utopian literature can 
serve as a guide and a motivator for positive change. 
More specifically, in this project, I assert that 
narratives of community and utopia, though no longer ascendant, 
can still guide humanity in its search for more fulfilling social 
theories and practices. Therefore, I explore the evolution of 
utopian literature, from its earliest representation in More and 
Hobbes to the modern capitalist utopian vision of Ayn Rand. I 
examine these texts for their potential contributions to a new 
vision of utopia, focusing specifically on their representations 
of the individual within the larger community. I argue that 
historical representations of utopia have often failed to offer 
realistic solutions which simultaneously account for both the 
rights of the individual and the needs of the community. 
In short, any new utopian vision must account for reality 
without compromising its status as an idealistic alternative to 
the present. Central to my thesis is my communitarian bias, which 
includes the idea that individuals can achieve a unique 
fulfillment as members of a community. Therefore, I pay very 
close attention to the way that each author represents 
individuals in their visions, as well as to the ways that 
individuals benefit from their membership in communities. In my 
final chapter, I conclude with the hope that a utopian vision 
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that balances the needs of both will once again inspire humanity 
to strive towards utopia. 
A condensed history of social theory 
According to Gerard Delanty's "Foundations of Social 
Theory: Origins and Trajectories, " the rise of social theory goes 
hand in hand with the rise of modernity and is "above all a 
response to the emergence of the social, economic, cultural, and 
political forces that define modernity" (Blackwell 21}. The 
most important force of modernity, or at least the most 
distinctively modern, is the nascent force of the notion of 
"society" (Blackwell 21}. He argues that society initially 
existed as Hobbes describes it in Leviathan-a rough agreement 
between citizen and ruler (Blackwell 23}. The early moderns 
believed that "society" was an unchangeable institution, set in 
place by God. However, this conception of society evolved during 
the Enlightenment until "society" signified something that could 
be changed and perfected. The Enlightenment's idealistic view of 
society declined during the post-Enlightenment period, and 
eventually was replaced by a deepening sense of pessimism and a 
fear that a crisis of modern society is inevitable (Blackwell 
22} . 
Delanty goes on to explain that, at present, social theory 
no longer centers on the evolving concept of society. Instead, 
he asserts that "the dominant influence in American thought is 
the liberal-communitarian debate, " (Blackwell 43}. This new 
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debate shapes the evolving public conception of utopianism 
because, in their most extreme forms, both the liberal and 
communitarian perspectives espouse and promote their own forms of 
utopianism. 
According to Delanty's brief history, social theory began 
to develop during the early modern or Renaissance period when the 
"culture of humanism" fostered a reexamination of the role of the 
citizen within the context of civil society (Blackwelll 23). 
Indeed, it is during the sixteenth century that society emerges 
as a distinct entity that mediates between the government and the 
individual (Blackwell 21). Delanty asserts that this new entity 
led to "three central problematics, which sum up the self­
understanding of modernity: the socialization of the individual, 
the rationality of knowledge, and the legitimation of power" 
(Blackwell 22). In his article, he examines the way that social 
theory attempted to resolve these problematics in five historical 
periods ranging from the sixteenth century to the present. 
In "Foundations of Social Theory, " Delanty asserts that the 
modern understanding of society began in Europe during the early 
modern period and continued to evolve during the eighteenth 
century when conceptions of society were influenced by the 
Enlightenment focus on the importance of reason. Early modern 
and Enlightenment thinkers shared optimism in the possibility of 
achieving a civil or political utopia, but during the classical 
phase in social theory, the attitude of social theorists shifted 
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from one of optimism to one of pessimism. Thinkers such as 
Durkheim, Weber, and Marx declared a crisis in civil society and 
modernity (Blackwell 22). Later, World War I would deepen social 
theorists' sense that civil society was declining. In fact, the 
major thinkers of the time, Freud, Nietzsche, and Heidegger, 
mistrusted and rejected many of the ideas formulated during the 
Enlightenment. These three men emphasized the importance of the 
individual and harbored a "general suspicion of society. " 
Because, as Delanty explains, society is one of the defining 
characteristics of modernity, these early twentieth century 
thinkers who declared the end of modernity in turn declared the 
end of society. Delanty's fifth historical period begins not in 
Europe, but in America, where he believes that the idea of 
modernity and civil society was revived by thinkers who had 
studied the works of and shared the optimism of the thinkers of 
the 1930's (Blackwell 41). While thinkers in Europe became 
increasingly cynical about Enlightenment ideas of progress, two 
American thinkers, George Herbert Mead and Talcott Parsons, 
aspired towards a sort of "public morality" and attempted to 
understand the inner workings of society in a more rational 
manner. 
The place of social theory in the study of literary utopias 
Throughout this project, I focus on the questions 
instigated by Delanty's problematic of the "socialization of the 
individual. " In other words, I focus on the ways in which the 
7 
individual has understood his role in society and how society has 
or has not accounted for the idea of the individual within the 
context of the larger corrununity. In order to do this, I explore 
literary texts which describe the individual by presenting 
various assumptions about human nature, i. e. humans are naturally 
social beings or humans are essentially selfish beings. I also 
examine the conclusions and social institutions which stem from 
these assumptions. Additionally, I look at the ways in which the 
individuals in these texts exist within the societies created to 
improve their lives. 
To do this, I focus on influential literary representations 
of utopia which preserve a range of historical ideologies. I do 
this because these utopian texts perform two essential functions. 
First, they diagnose the problems of society or identify the 
obstacles that stand between mankind and utopia. Secondly, these 
texts provide descriptions of alternative societies, which are 
meant to motivate people to desire the societies described. 
These texts, then, are fictional because they present a 
counterfactual world. However, they were written within specific 
historical contexts and are in many ways diagnosis of the 
problems of each historical period. By studying the utopian 
fiction of a particular period, we can gain an understanding of 
that period's conception of human nature and the role of man 
within the larger construct of society. My hope is that the 
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study of utopian literature will allow us to imagine alternative 
possibilities for life. 
I have deemed texts or narratives to be utopian based on 
three basic criteria. First, each must be "founded upon an image 
of human perfectibilityn (McCord 21). Second, the narrative must 
be intended to inspire change which would "better the condition 
of all humans, not just their immediate mernbersn (McCord 21). 
Thirdly, each text must also present a system or specific vision 
of community, which is a reaction to and offers an alternative to 
the systems or community of its time. 
In my study of utopian texts, I focus specifically on 
issues of the role of the individual within the broader context 
of society. In other words, I search each utopian vision for 
hints about the ways in which individual desires and the needs of 
the community must be taken into account when attempting to 
define utopia. I consider the narratives of individualism and 
community in three ways. First, I respect each text as an 
imaginary representation of human possibility. In other words, I 
recognize each work as the author's attempt to imagine something 
that has never existed within the framework of his present 
reality. I identify each author's specific contribution to our 
understanding of human nature. Within its unique historical 
context, each work is also an invitation to the reader to imaging 
new possibilities for life and humanity, and therefore, I attempt 
to discover each author's special insight into the nature of 
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utopia. I evaluate each work's potential to inspire further 
imagination and change in historical context. Secondly, I 
examine each narrative as a literary work that must follow and be 
evaluated by specific literary conventions and norms. I explore 
the ways in which authors use form and content to persuade 
readers. Thirdly, I recognize the narratives as part of an on­
going debate. Therefore I consider utopian texts as responses to 
existing notions about the nature and possibilities of humanity. 
I believe that utopian narratives are powerful as arguments, 
particularly because their status as literary texts allows them 
remain powerful throughout time. 
In short, I examine the ways in which utopian texts 
negotiate the tension between the negative aspects of human 
nature and the positive possibility of human perfectibility, as 
they are represented within literary texts. In other words, in 
order for a utopian text to be productive, it must account for 
the miseries of the present while simultaneously portraying a 
more perfect future as achievable. 
Utopian texts to be examined 
I have used major historical theories of economics and 
politics to simplify his historical framework so that the five 
periods are reduced to roughly three: 1) the Early modern period, 
when the government and the economy were controlled by monarchies 
2) the period after the Enlightenment but before World War I when 
theorists such as Marx and Fourier were attempting to understand 
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the rise of industrialization and capitalism 3) the period after 
World War I to the present, when capitalism has become, in one 
form or another, the dominant economic and political system 
(because economics have begun to determine politics). I begin by 
examining the utopian vision of More's Utopia. In contemporary 
terms, More could be considered a communitarian. His text, 
however, is relatively uncomplicated by the more recent social 
and economic theories of capitalism and communism. While these 
economic theories are mentioned, the text focuses on the basic 
natures of generic characters (Utopian citizens) and the ways 
that society can shape humanity. 
In More's text, the citizens of Utopia share a community­
oriented attitude. In this society, there is no private 
property, and the main role of the government resembles that of a 
management company. The central government distributes goods 
throughout the island to meet the needs of each region. In order 
to account for the problems of poverty and crime that existed 
during More's own time, when the government was omnipresent, More 
asserts that an unjust system, which creates artificial scarcity 
for the masses, has caused these problems. After diagnosing the 
problems, More conceives of an alternative system in which men 
are not divided by their property holdings. Instead, character 
determines who rules. In short, in More's Utopia, power is 
legitimated by reason because reason guides humanity to choose 
leaders of strong moral character. 
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In my second chapter, I explore Marxist notions of utopia. 
I examine The Communist Manifesto as a utopian manifesto. Unlike 
More, Marx does not see the unjust system as the only obstacle 
between humanity and utopia. Instead, Marx asserts that there 
are two major obstacles. The first is class warfare. The second 
is the proletariat's blindness to the reality of class warfare. 
Marx believes that the only way to overcome this obstacle is to 
rip off the blinders of the proletariat so that it can truly 
understand its best interests. By considering the rhetorical 
strategies and literary conventions of the text, I uncover the 
complex negotiations Marx makes between human nature as it is 
revealed in capitalism and the human corrununity his theory works 
to establish. 
In my final chapter, I explore 20 th century, capitalist 
representations of utopia. I examine Ayn Rand's text·Atlas 
Shrugged, focusing specifically on her portrayal of individuals 
within the system of capitalism and her representation of a 
utopia of industrial producers who break away from society to 
satisfy their individual desires. 
Atlas Shrugged is a narrative representation of the four 
aspects of Rand's social theory of objectivism: u1. Metaphysics: 
objective reality, 2. Epistemology: Reason, 3. Ethics: Self­
interest, 4. Politics: Capitalism" (Rand, Objectivism). 
According to Rand, any version of utopia must allow for radical 
individual freedom and fierce competition between individuals. 
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Her text, therefore, condemns the present system which encourages 
charity and presents pure capitalism as a positive alternative. 
Rand argues that virtue, the virtue of selfishness, arises 
out of necessity. However, as More's text reveals, need often 
prevents men from acting on their best moral impulses, which he 
assumes are impulses towards community. Enlightenment thinkers 
also view need as a hindrance to the use of reason and assert 
that humanity must use reason to find a balance between the needs 
of the community and the needs of the individual. 
I agree that need often forces unjust compromises, and 
therefore, I examine Jurgen Habermas's "The Crisis of the Welfare 
State and the Exhaustion of Utopian Energies, " the work which 
first prompted me to explore human possibility. In this article, 
and much of his other work, Habermas attempts set aside the 
problems of need to create a grand narrative about the conflicts 
of modernity and resolve the conflicts through communicative 
discourse. His theory of communicative discourse itself can be 
seen as a negotiation between negative aspects of human nature 
and the possibility of an affirmative human community. 
His faith in the perfectibility of humanity is supported by 
his belief that communication can overcome the problems that 
exist in the "system. " Specifically, his utopian vision exists 
as a place where everyone can contribute equally to the 




Chapter One: The Utopian Visions of the Early Modern Period 
Development and Characteristics of Utopianism during the Early 
modern period 
As Gerard Delanty asserts, More's Utopia can be considered 
the beginning of European social theory because it is �one of the 
first reflections on modern society" (Delanty 23). Interestingly, 
Delanty also points out that Utopia can be seen as one of the 
first �visionary work[s] on modern social policy" (Delanty 23). 
In other words, More's text can be seen as the beginning of 
modern utopian discourse. His text, like the many that followed 
it during the early modern period, was written against a 
�background of violence and population upheaval related to the 
transition from feudalism [_and] the rise of the absolutist 
state" (Delanty 23). Although each text can be seen as a 
response to the current political situation, many utopian texts 
of the early modern period share an interest in creating and/or 
organizing better institutions (Davis 335). 
Early modern utopias, however, are more than representations 
of alternative political and social orders. They are also 
important transitional literary works. As Susan Bruce explains, 
the nature of literary culture was changing because of the 
influence of travel narratives and atmosphere of mystery and 
excitement created by the discovery of the New World (Bruce ix­
x). These changes fostered an environment in which the 
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continually felt presence of unknown lands allowed the writers of 
early modern utopias to claim that their societies were located 
in real space and in the present time. In other words, they 
were, in an unprecedented fashion, able to blend truth and 
fiction: "even as they embraced fiction as their mode of 
representation, [they] insisted on the location in real space of 
the communities that they described" (Bruce xii). This blend of 
truth and fiction made the texts seem more credible, or at least 
more possible, than texts of pure fiction, and therefore, added 
to the inspirational nature of texts. 
Early modern utopias often shared four basic 
characteristics: 1) the texts were written during uncertain, and 
often violent, times 2) the texts focus on describing alternative 
social and political institutions, meant to lead to the happiness 
of mankind 3) the texts were influenced by the developing genre 
of the travel narrative 4) the texts manifest a unique blend of 
truth and fiction by insisting on the veracity of their existence 
in time and space. Although the utopian genre continued to 
evolve during the early modern period, all four of these 
characteristics can be seen in the very first of the early modern 
utopias, More's Utopia. 
The Rhetoric and Structure of More's Utopia 
In Greek, Utopia means "no place, " and since its 
publication in 1516, critics have debated the viability of the 
idealistic community portrayed by More in this seminal text 
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(Turner xi). His contemporary Erasmus believed that the text was 
meant both to amuse and �to show whence spring the evils of 
states" (Sanderlin 75). In the late sixteenth century, Sir 
Philip Sidney led the educated opinion, and he described More's 
work as moral poetry meant to instruct men (Sanderlin 75). Later 
in the 1960's, A. R. Heiserman argued that More's text must be 
read as a satire intended to mock the socio-political attitudes 
and systems of sixteenth century England. More recently, Quentin 
Skinner's Foundations of Modern Political Thought describes 
More's Utopia as �unquestionably the greatest contribution to the 
political theory of the northern Renaissance" (256). 
The great speculation concerning More's intentions in 
Utopia hints at the ambiguous nature of the text itself. More's 
text identifies the problems of early modern England and offers a 
picture of a utopian future. Negotiating the tension between the 
disappointments of the present time and hope for the future can 
(and in More's case, did) lead to a great deal of ambiguity. 
However, according to Susan Bruce, it is vital that we attempt to 
discover More's obscured intentions. She insists, and I agree, 
that in �no other literary work is the question of authorial 
intention at one more pressing and more unanswerable" (Bruce 
xix). She asserts that we cannot know for certain whether More 
intended Utopia to be read as a plan for the development of a 
perfect society or as a satirical criticism of English society. 
While we can gain much by exploring the text from either 
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perspective, I have chosen to interpret it as though it were a 
purely utopian text so that I can focus more closely on More's 
diagnosis of society's ills and his proposed solutions. 
Utopia describes a system of government radically different 
than the monarchy under Henry VII I--an idealized society, which 
has none of the problems plaguing early modern England. We can 
assume that, as the future Lord Chancellor, More was well aware 
of the political danger he would face for criticizing the status 
quo (Turner xiii). Additionally, the correspondence at the 
beginning of the text and its dialogic structure allow us to 
reasonably assume that More made at least some attempt to 
distance himself from the text's political statement. 
Utopia is divided into two books-a division which 
highlights the tension between the dream of Utopia and the 
reality of England. Book One is set firmly in reality and 
identifies the problems of early modern England, and Book Two 
offers an alternative life-world by describing the wonders of 
Utopia. Before Book One begins, however, More prefaces the work 
with a record of fictional correspondence between the characters 
which appear in the text. 
These fictional letters, which act as the text's preface, 
serve several important rhetorical purposes. First, as previously 
noted, the letters reveal More denying authorship of the story of 
Utopia. Secondly, the letters bring the reliability of the 
narrator into question. According to Habermas, the information in 
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both letters serves to project Utopia into an imaginary "anti­
world" and fictionalize the text. This fictionalization 
distances More from the text, but, more importantly, it allows 
him to describe an alternative to the troubled present-and as 
More himself said, "examples of wise social planning are not so 
easy to find" (More 19). 
The first of these letters, written by More to his friend 
Peter Gilles, highlights More's role as an audience member not 
storyteller. Although Gilles was present for the conversation 
about Utopia, More reminds him: "My job was simply to write down 
what I'd heard" (More 7). In the guise of an apology for taking 
so long to transcribe the conversation, More also makes it known 
that the conversation took place long ago and that his memory may 
be flawed: "I feel almost ashamed to send you this little book 
about the Utopian Republic, for I've kept you waiting for nearly 
a year" (More 7). It is important to note here that he claims to 
have taken nearly a year to write the text, which emphasizes the 
idea that the conversation included powerful, memorable ideas. 
The first letter also brings the reliability of the text 
into question by mentioning the crucial fact that Utopia cannot 
be located on any map. It also comes to light in the first 
letter that Hythlodaeus did not disclose the island's location 
during the men's long conversation: "I don't know whose fault it 
was, mine, yours, or Raphael's, but we never thought of asking 
and he never thought of telling us whereabouts in the New World 
19 
Utopia is" (More 9). The second letter, written from Gilles to 
Busleiden, also forces the reader to doubt the text's reliability 
by suggesting that More may have transcribed more than was 
actually said: "In fact, I honestly believe that there's more in 
his [More's] account of the island than Raphael himself could 
have seen during all those five years that he spent there" (More 
11} 
As a dialogue, the text allows More to present multiple 
political perspectives without seeming to endorse any 
controversial ideas. If he had written Utopia as a 
straightforward narrative, his audience may have concluded that 
he endorsed in the Utopian way of life. Instead, More presents 
himself as a conservative Englishman listening to a traveler's 
tale. He creates four major individual characters in Utopia: the 
character of Thomas More, the character of Peter Gilles, the 
traveler Raphael Hythlodaeus, and the character of the average 
Utopian. Although More gives physical descriptions of the first 
three characters to establish them as such, each character is 
much more important when read as being representatives of various 
groups or perspectives. As previously noted, More and Gilles 
represent the average English public servant; they are dedicated 
to the state and the customs of England. The traveler Raphael 
embodies the role of critic of England, as well as of foreigner. 
In spite of their differences, all three of these characters are 
individual characters in More's scheme. 
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The use of dialogue form and the creation of individual 
characters was not, however, merely the result of caution. It 
was also a means of persuading his audience by entertaining them. 
The disagreements between characters allow More to anticipate and 
cleverly address his readers' objections and questions. In book 
I,  nearly all of More's arguments are made within the context of 
this dialogue. For example, the heart of More's argument is 
introduced when the men discuss the practicality of the English 
policies governing the use of capital punishment, Hythlodaeus 
ridicules the English because they have been unable to think of a 
more suitable method of preventing thievery than the present 
practice: 
Petty larceny isn't bad enough to deserve the death 
penalty, and no penalty on earth will stop people from 
stealing, if it's their only way of getting food. [ ... ] 
It would be far more to the point to provide them with 
some way of making a livelihood, so that no one is 
under the frightful necessity of becoming a thief, and 
then a corpse. (More 22) 
This assertion lays the foundation for Hythlodaeus's claims in 
book I I, where he goes on to describe a society which has managed 
to provide a livelihood for all its citizens and almost totally 
eradicate crime. 
Like those who followed him, More wrote against a 
background of poverty and high crime-rates. Interestingly, More 
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attempts to remedy these evils, not by first changing humanity 
and hoping that the law and systems will follow, but by changing 
the organization of human institutions and hoping that better 
laws will make better men. More believed that the scarcity 
created by a capitalist system is the greatest obstacle that 
stands between humanity and utopia. Therefore, he first 
diagnoses the problem of his time to be scarcity and then 
describes an alternative economic system. This system, in turn, 
frees men to be more virtuous. In short, More offers two special 
insights into the liberal-corrununitarian debate. First, humanity 
is naturally good. Second, when the artificially created 
scarcity of capitalism is removed, humanity will form cooperative 
corrununities which will allow each individual to reach his or her 
full potential. 
The key to the success of Utopian society, and the central 
tenant of Utopia, is the abolishment of private property. More 
believed that once private property is abolished, scarcity will 
disappear. However, More understands that this type of corrununity 
might seem unnatural and even undesirable. Therefore, he strives 
to make his idea more attractive to his audience by idealizing 
the corrununity of utopia. When exploring the text for utopian 
elements, it is the portrayal of the way that the Utopians hold 
all things in corrunon that is the most strikingly idealistic 
concept in the text. More uses his text to motivate his readers 
to want to change the present system and adopt the systems that 
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he lays out in Utopia. He emphasizes the idea that the 
elimination of private property could lead to a society without 
hunger or crime. This idea also suggests that More believed in 
the perfectibility of humanity, or at least in the possibility 
that better institutions could better the condition of humanity. 
As a thinker and writer, More explored the ways in which 
reason and human nature were related and interacted with each 
other. He insists that human nature will cause men to look after 
their own best interests, particularly their material interests. 
He also asserts that it is completely reasonable to do so. More, 
then, begins with these two ideas and explores the ways in which 
these "rules" of reason and self-interest dictate human action 
within the context of a private property based economy. 
Through Hythlodaeus, More explains that in capitalist countries 
"people are always talking about the public interest, but all 
they really care about is private property. In Utopia, where 
there is no private property, people take their duty to the 
public seriously. And in both cases, they act reasonably" (More 
109) 
This statement reveals a critical truth: people do not 
genuinely believe in the existence of a community in a capitalist 
society, and it is their lack of belief which creates a lack of 
community. In other words, I believe that people look after 
their own interests when they do not believe that anyone else 
will. When people believe in community, they are more willing to 
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sacrifice their own resources to help others because they believe 
that other members of the community will do the same for them. 
According to More, the Utopians have achieved universal 
prosperity by observing this reality about human behavior and 
then, following reason. Their reason led them to assume that 
human nature prevents people from contributing to a community 
unless the community already exists. In order to create a 
community that could be perpetuated, the utopians abolish both 
money and private property. To emphasize this concept, More 
repeatedly asserts that men cannot form affirmative communities 
in a capitalist society because their best interests are not 
shared but centered on the self: �the one essential condition for 
a healthy society [is] equal distribution of goods-which I 
suspect is impossible under capitalism" (More 44). This argument 
against capitalism and for communal property is stated succinctly 
at the ends of both books, and all of Hythlodaeus's other tales 
only serve to reinforce his central idea: by officially 
abolishing private property, the Utopians have created 
institutions which foster community-interest and eliminate 
private need. The problem, then, that More sees is not human 
nature but a system which prevents humans from acting on their 
natural impulses towards community. 
Hytholodaeus declares from the beginning that Utopia is a 
paradise. Because the character of More cannot imagine the type 
of society that exists on the island of Utopia, Hythlodaeus 
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describes the joys of Utopian society and all of the clever, 
practical ways the people of Utopia have developed to eradicate 
need on the island. Hunger, poverty, and inequality have all 
been essentially eliminated by the government of Utopia: uno one 
has any fear of going short, as long as the public storehouses 
are full. Everyone gets a fair share, so there are never any 
poor men or beggars. No one owns anything, but everyone is rich" 
(More 110). 
As a humanist scholar, More uses clear and methodical 
language to describe his vision of community. He begins his 
explanation of Utopian society by examining it on the national 
scale, beginning by describing the layout of the nation: uThere 
are fifty-four splendid big towns on the island, all with the 
same language, customs, and institutions. They're all built on 
the same plan, and, so far as the sites will allow they all look 
exactly alike" (More 50). Each year, the leaders of each city 
gather each year and determine how to best distribute the goods 
produced. For example, if City A produces more potatoes than it 
could use, the leaders give City A's surplus to City B. 
Hythlodaeus then goes on to describe the Utopian 
understanding of property rights in terms of the lives of Utopian 
citizens: uthere's no such thing as private property. The houses 
themselves are allocated by lot, and changed around every ten 
years" (More 53). Everyone wears the same type of clothing, 
leather overalls, which are plain and wear well. In such a 
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community, the principle of scarcity does not apply because no 
one man has more wealth or goods than any other man. They work 
only as long as necessary to produce the goods they need, and the 
government ensures the equal distribution of goods. 
The text of Utopia also makes clear the close interrelation 
between the Utopian government and the economic system of the 
island. More's character realizes this and reductively 
summarizes the basic Utopian systems of government and economy at 
the very end of Book I I: �there was the grand absurdity on which 
their whole society was based, communism minus money" (More 113). 
The system of goods distribution in Utopia is little influenced 
by the idea of money. Utopian are so community oriented that 
even if money were present, the people would still have no need 
for it. Utopians cannot fathom the concept of exchange value. 
Instead, their entire society is predicated on use value: �In the 
meantime, silver and gold, the raw materials of money get no more 
respect from anyone than their intrinsic value deserves-which is 
obviously far less than that of iron. [ ... ] But silver and gold 
are normal materials in private houses as well as communal dining 
halls, for the humblest items of domestic equipment, such as 
chamber pots" (More 66-67). 
It is important to note, however, that More is realistic 
about human nature. He asserts that even with perfect 
institutions, not all Utopians consistently act in the public 
interest, and therefore, crime does still exist on the island. 
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Fortunately, such deviants are so few that they do not affect the 
overall prosperity of the island. 
In short, most Utopians share a particular way of being in 
and thinking about the world because they share all the property 
in Utopia equally. As a people, they shun frivolity, as is 
evidenced by their utilitarian attitude towards clothing and 
gold. They willingly submit themselves to a government which 
regulates nearly every aspect of their lives because they believe 
that true self interest is the interest of the community. In 
other words, Utopians view everything through the lens of 
community because, in the absence of a capitalistic system, it is 
in their best interest. 
More's Influence on Early Modern Utopian Literature 
More's immediate influence on utopian literature can be 
seen in many later utopian texts, such as Campanella's City of 
the Sun (1602), Bacon's New Atlantis (1627), and Harrington's 
Commonwealth of Oceana (1656). All of these texts can teach us 
something about the nature of the Early Modern understanding of 
the individual, community, and the nature of society. More's 
text, for example, emphasizes the idea that better institutions 
free men to form communities and reach self-actualization. 
Because More's text has been so influential, I have spent the 
majority of this chapter examining utopianism in terms of the 
present liberal-communitarian debate. Nonetheless, I believe 
that it is important to note, however briefly, the unique and 
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vital contributions of each of the aforementioned texts to the 
utopian discourse. 
Campanella first published City of the Sun in Italian in 
1602; however, his text was not widely read in England until it 
was published as an abridged version in Latin (1632). The text 
bears many similarities to More's Utopia. For example, the text 
is written in the form of a dialogue between the Grandmaster of 
the Knights of Hospitallers and a Genoese Sea Capitan. The 
Capitan has traveled to the City of the Sun and explains the 
customs of the city to his companion. Like More, Campanella 
describes a society that does not use money, holds all property 
in common, and distributes the work load so that all needs are 
met as efficiently and fairly as possible. The citizens live in 
dormitories and eat all meals in community dining halls 
(Campanella 172). 
Campanella, however, takes More's ideal of community 
property to a new level by extending the definition of "property" 
and explaining that all private "property" has been abolished to 
eliminate any possible motive to seek personal gain. In the City 
of the Sun, this means that a man's family could be classified as 
private property and that such property would encourage "self­
love" instead of "love for the state" (Campanella 166). 
Campanella's utopia, then, is not organized around a nuclear 
family like More's. Instead, the women live communally and 
"breed" with the men in order to produce children for the state. 
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At the age of two, these children are weaned, taken from their 
mothers, and educated with other children of the same sex. 
In this sort of society, education also assumes a greater 
importance. Indeed, in the City of the Sun, everything is 
organized to promote a citizenry educated in the sciences. The 
city is organized into seven rings-one for each of the planets. 
Walls and buildings are painted with visual aides so that 
learning is nearly unavoidable. Even the government is 
determined by the education system. The ruler, a monarch, is 
chosen because he is well versed in all of the sciences, history, 
and philosophy. After he becomes king, he is called Hoh, which 
means Metaphysics (Campanella 161). He rules with three princes 
whose royal names mean "power, wisdom, and love" (Campanella 
161) . 
Campanella's utopia, then, strongly emphasizes the 
importance of state education and state control of property and 
leaves little room for the individual. Personal relationships 
are eliminated, such as the relationships between husband and 
wife, and mother and child. There are no family homes, but 
everyone lives and eats in common areas. Even the monarchy, 
which in most circumstances indicates an individual ruler, is 
composed of a group of four men. It is important to note here, 
that Campanella does not believe that a better system will free 
men to be better. Instead, he creates a system which accounts 
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for what he sees as the problem of self-interest and seeks to 
prevent anyone from acting too selfishly. 
The utopian vision of Campanella's English contemporary, 
Francis Bacon, might also seem disturbing because it too leaves 
little room for the private citizen. His text is also written as 
a travel narrative, and predominately in dialogue. However, 
unlike the utopias of More and Campanella, Bacon's utopia spends 
little time describing the customs, family life, or education of 
the people. Instead, almost a third of the text discusses 
Salomon's House, the government run science-research institute. 
Susan Bruce speculates that Bacon focuses on the importance 
of scientific research because his real goal was to promote 
science. According to Bruce, Bacon believed that science was the 
key to man's happiness, as well as the key to expanding the 
empire (xxxv-xxxvi). She argues that Bacon's goal was less to 
create a believable utopia that might serve as a guide or model 
for society, than to assert his view that science was the way to 
utopia, whatever it might look like. 
Of the later utopian texts, Harrington's Commonwealth of 
Oceana diverges the farthest from the Early Modern pattern of 
travel-narrative and dialogue established by More. His text is 
also the only one of the three that does not create a utopia in 
an "undiscovered" land. Instead, his Conunonwealth of Oceana is a 
"fictionalized yet instantly recognizable England" (Morely xvii). 
Morely speculates that Harrington's utopia is slightly different 
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from most early modern utopias because he was writing during an 
atypical period in English history, one in which the system of 
monarchy had been severely shaken in England. 
Harrington wrote the Commonwealth of Oceana during the 
Protectorate to propose an actual course of action. He was one 
of the first to view the English civil wars as revolutions, and 
his text puts forward his vision of the ideal government (Pocock 
xix) . Harrington's text, then, does not describe idealized 
family living situations or idealized national customs. Instead, 
he describes an idealized government that would "change the 
balance in property" (Pocock x ) . Harrington believed that an 
ideal government would also balance the powers of the state by 
combining the monarchy with aristocracy and democracy (Pocock 
xiv ) . 
Harrington's Commonwealth of Oceana, then, seeks to fairly 
distribute the power between the people and the state; and 
therefore, his text may be just as relevant today, in terms of 
the liberal-corrununitarian debate, as it was when it was 
published. However, my focus here has less to do with actual 
matters of state than with literary representations which might 
illuminate the nature of human possibility and the factors which 
might improve human experience, and therefore, I will not list 
all of Harrington's ideas here. 
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An Early Modern Dystopia : Hobbes's Leviathan 
Although there was a revival of utopian texts during the 
Early modern period, not all thinkers were optimistic about the 
possibility of affirmative communities. My analysis of early 
modern utopian thinking, therefore, would be partially incomplete 
if it did not include at least one example of dystopian thinking. 
Because of this, I also explore the nature of community and 
humanity in Thomas Hobbes's Leviathan . An examination of this 
dystopian text not only gives a more comprehensive picture of the 
utopian thinking of the time, it also provides an alternative 
definition of human community. This alternative, which shows 
community as mere compromise, stands in stark contrast to More's 
vision of community and should be kept in mind while reflecting 
upon the ideas presented in More's Utopia . 
Before examining human relationships, Hobbes lays the 
groundwork for Leviathan by examining the nature of human 
thought. According to Hobbes, all human thoughts are prompted by 
external forces: "for there is no conception in a mans [sic] 
mind, which hath not at first, totally or by parts been begotten 
upon the organs of Sense" (Hobbes 13). Later, he argues that 
every human action begins in the mind of man as thought or 
"Imagination" (Hobbes 38). Together, these two suppositions form 
the causal chain, which is the base of Hobbesian logic: sensory 
data-thought-action. Hobbes asserts that this logic can be used 
to explain all of humanity's ideas about ethics and morality: 
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"But whatsoever is the object of any mans Appetite or Desire; 
that is it, which he for his part cal leth Good" (Hobbes 39). In 
other words, man decides what is "good" or "evil" based on 
whether or not he wants or needs it. Hobbes admits that these 
standards are subjective, and that each man's desire may be in 
conflict with or even antithetical to the desires of his 
neighbors. He concludes that in a world where all men are equal, 
the logical end of his theory would be "warre, as is of every 
man, against every man" (Hobbes 88). 
Yet, Hobbes also grants that conununities and societies 
exist, that men can and do coexist peacefully. He explains that 
societies can be created because at the most basic level, all men 
share the same "desires, " such as the physiological needs of 
food, water, and shelter. Man also shares a strong instinct 
towards self-preservation, which manifests itself as the desire 
to be physically safe. Simply put, all of humanity shares the 
same needs, and therefore, all of humanity shares a very similar 
idea of "good. " Modern sociological and psychological theories 
seem to bear out this theory. For example, Abraham Maslow's 
hierarchy of needs states that all men share the same conception 
of lower level needs for food, shelter, and safety. In 
Leviathan, Hobbes describes the conunonwealth as the most 
expedient way to satisfy these basic needs. 
Hobbes, then, reduces all human interactions to compromise 
and all human impulses toward conununity to mutual fear. In other 
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words, he argues that all men are essentially equal ; and 
therefore, all men are in the same "danger. " The need for 
survival and the fear of being killed by one's fellow man 
motivate men to band together in to communities. Hobbes 
suggests that the best man can hope for is a state of 
equilibrium, in which each man agrees to suppress his desires 
which seem most threatening to his neighbors. This portrayal of 
humanity, then, does not allow for the possibility of an actually 
affirmative community. 
Learning about hwnan possibility from More and other Early Modern 
Utopias 
Perhaps the most important way that More's text speaks to 
the current liberal-communitarian debate is the way that he 
portrays the relationship between self-interest and community, 
between the rights of the individual and the roles of the 
government and society. More's text offers an idealistic 
description of a "true commonwealth, " in which humanity fulfills 
its potential by holding all property and basic rights in common 
{ qtd. in Heiserman 172). This holding of all things in common 
results in a strong, vital community, which allows for the rights 
of and meets the material needs of each individual. 
Interestingly, More does not describe any individual 
utopians-no names, no physical characteristics, no voices. 
Instead, he describes the character of the average Utopian, who , 
as a member of the Utopian community is defined by and cannot be 
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distinguished from the community. The apparent lack of space for 
individuality in Utopia might seem disturbing to liberals, but 
also to those in the communitarian community who believe that the 
community should not consume the individual (the vast majority, I 
suspect). While the absence of individuality on Utopia may be 
unsettling, it does not lessen More's description of the benefits 
of community. Instead, we can choose to understand this aspect 
of the text as cautionary-we must seek to balance best interests 
of the public with the interests of individual freedom and 
expression. 
It is particularly useful, then, to look at the ways in 
which More represents the benefits and disadvantages of 
emphasizing one interest more than the other. In each case, the 
benefits of community outweigh the disadvantages of individual 
effacement. More creates three distinct representations of 
community within Utopia, and each serves an important rhetorical 
purpose. 
First, More describes a sense of community between the 
characters of Thomas More, Peter Gilles, and Raphael Hythlodaeus. 
More uses the false correspondence at the beginning of the text 
and the Renaissance conventions of dialogue and of a garden 
meeting to emphasize the solidarity of this Humanist community. 
Second, he creates a sense of the larger community that surrounds 
the men in the garden through their discussions of political 
policy and the role of government advisors, etc. They describe 
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the problems that exist in the current system, focusing on the 
manifest failures of the system: poverty and violence among the 
English. 
The third community that More describes is the community of 
Utopia. This is the most important of the communities in the 
text, and the other two communities only serve to emphasize the 
strength and importance of the Utopian community. More's 
description of the problems that exist within English society is 
meant to bring the difference between the two societies into 
conflict. For example, More's representation of England forces 
his reader to seriously consider the benefits of abolishing 
private property and focusing on the best interests of the 
public. 
More obviously took great care to describe the benefits of 
such a community, but his text also clearly stresses the 
difficulty of the achievement of Utopia . He points out the 
unlikelihood that such a society could naturally exist. In order 
to make these things clear to his readers, More meticulously 
describes the extreme measures necessary to create a community­
minded society capable of achieving utopia. The society's 
revered founder Utopos cut off all contact between his people and 
others, he began to cultivate a sense of community. He passed 
legislation banning private property, laid out the plans for the 
cities and the structure of the government, and instituted a 
mandatory educational program to propagate his value systems. In 
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short, Utopos, possessor of a large army and fortune, spent all 
of his energy, intelligence, and resources to create a homogenous 
society, which eventually formed the foundation of Utopia. 
Although difficult to achieve, Utopia was realized by 
creating better institutions. While the regulations More 
describes might seem overly restrictive to those focused on the 
freedom of the individual, the idea that humanity is naturally 
good is one that recurs and is fascinating and hopeful. 
Therefore, while the communal life of the Utopians might seem 
frightfully limiting, More's description of it encourages us to 
consider the needs of the community first because, as a 
community, the Utopians achieve a level of prosperity beyond the 
reach of each of them as individuals. Whether we are 
communitarians or liberals, More like many early modern utopian 
writers, is encouraging us to find hope in the possibility of 
regulating human behavior through institutions. 
While I am intrigued by the idea that humanity can be 
bettered by the creation of better institutions, I am not as 
optimistic about the idea as More. I am uncertain because I do 
not believe that humanity and human institutions can be easily or 
neatly divided. People create institutions and are at the same 
time influenced by those very institutions. I do, however, agree 
with More's idea that material or economic necessity can bring 
out the worst in people. I also hope, with More, that people can 
be motivated to look at current systems in new ways and that this 
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fresh perspective will provide the impetus for the creation of 
new, more communitarian institutions in our society. 
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Chapter Two: The Move Toward Secularism in Utopian Thought 
Development and Characteristics of Utopian Literature and Thought 
between 1 700  and 1914 
Like many other Early Modern thinkers , More assumed that 
men could be perfected by creating better social institutions. 
These thinkers studied history to find examples of ideal 
societies which might be used as models to improve the systems of 
the present day. However , the simple relationship between 
humanity and institutions began to be questioned later during the 
paradigm shift of the Enlightenment. 
As I mentioned in Chapter One , humanity and its 
institutions are bound up together in a network of complex 
relationships. The French Revolution stands a spectacular 
example of the failure of the idea that the creation of different 
institutions will create utopia. After the disillusionment of the 
French Revolution , most Utopian literature ceased to emphasize 
the idea that human society could be perfected through any sort 
of institution ; religious institutions in particular were viewed 
with a great deal of skepticism (Claeys xxvi) . Instead , utopian 
literature became progressively less influenced by religion and 
progressively more complicated by secular theory. In fact , the 
rise of empiricism and the Enlightenment focus on reason and 
experience , caused many prominent thinkers in Europe to reject 
the notion of utopianism altogether , largely because utopian 
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literature of the past had been so focused on perfectibility 
through religion. 
Gradually, the word "utopian" came to signify more than a 
religious or institutional utopia to signify any "society without 
faults or vices or crime, too idealized for human attainment" 
(McCord 17). Because the word "utopian" had gained such a 
pejorative sense, writers like Hume, Condorcet, Fourier, and Marx 
refused to label their works as utopian. Instead, they described 
their works as practical plans to achieve an "Age of Earthly 
Happiness" through "reason and science" (Morris and Kross 
xxviii ) . 
Many of these Pos�-Enlightenment thinkers also rejected the 
narrative form chosen by earlier writers. Instead of framing 
their utopian texti with dialogue or claiming that their 
societies actually existed in undiscovered lands, writers like 
Marx asserted that their plans for human perfectibility were not 
fairy tales but new, scientific plans. For example, Marx and 
Engels did not claim that the perfect communist state had ever 
been achieved anywhere; they argued that it would one day be 
achieved. In other words, instead of declaring that the perfect 
model already existed elsewhere (if only we could imitate it ! ), 
these thinkers believed that the perfect model could be 
discovered, not by traveling , but by using the tools of reason 
and science. Because of this shift in thinking, the earlier 
utopian form of descriptive narrative no longer seemed 
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appropriate. Utopian texts began to appear as manifestos or as 
articles with lists, charts, and diagrams. 
Enlightenment and post-Enlightenment thinkers, then, 
rejected the utopian traditions of the early modern period 
because of their emphasis on religion and their impracticality. 
These theorists also rejected the traditional narrative forms and 
opted for literary structures more suited to the presentation of 
uscientific" ideas . However, in spite of their refusal to 
resemble or be associated with the utopian traditions, thinkers 
such as Marx and Engels wrote some of the most influential 
utopian texts to date (McCord 18). 
In 1752, David Hume published one of the first utopian 
texts of the Enlightenment, a short essay entitled uidea of a 
Perfect Commonwealth . "  In this quintessential Enlightenment 
utopian text, Hume argues that the perfect society can be created 
by establishing a perfect system of government. Hume ' s ideal 
government would be a mathematically determined commonwealth. 
After asserting that earlier utopian texts, such as More ' s  
Utopia, are impractical, Hume offers his own utopian vision: 
Here is a form of government, to which I cannot, in 
theory, discover any considerable objection. Let 
Great Britain and Ireland, or any territory of equal 
extent, be divided into 100 counties, and each county 
into 100 parishes, making in all 10, 000. (Hume 59) 
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In this mathematically precise commonwealth, all men would have 
equal access to representation. 
However, it is not merely Hume's focus on mathematics and 
reason that makes his text a distinctively Enlightenment text; 
its tone and narrative structure also contribute. Hume writes 
his utopian vision in the first person and addresses his audience 
directly, foregoing the mediating characterization so popular 
during the Renaissance. Hume's straightforward tone comes 
through clearly, partly because "Idea of a Perfect Commonwealth" 
is written in the form of a traditional essay. Hume introduces 
himself, his topic, and his plan in a logical and concise manner, 
without illustrations or examples. 
Prominent utopian philosopher Jean-Antoine Nicolas de 
Cariatat de Condorcet's thought also marks one of the major 
turning points in the religious to secular trend occurring in 
utopian thought. While many utopianists before Condorcet had 
moved into the secular realm, he was the first to shift the focus 
of utopianism from the glory of the past to the possibilities of 
the future. In other words, instead of asserting that mankind 
had fallen from Eden (an idea espoused by even secular 
utopianists during Condorcet's time), Condorcet's work propagates 
a "future-oriented vision of human perfectibility" Williams 4). 
Condorcet argues that the foundations for a better future needed 
to be laid in the present. 
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Condorcet views history as a progression, and in his 
utopian text Sketch for a Historical Picture of the Progress of 
the Human Mind, Condorcet describes ten stages of thought. He 
asserts that humanity has already progressed through the first 
nine stages, which include the uniting of "men into tribes, " up 
through the "foundation of the French Republic. " These nine 
stages describe the inevitable progression of ideas and 
technology and the ways in which this progression has 
continuously improved the living conditions of humanity. 
However, it is Condorcet ' s  tenth stage, "the future progress of 
the human mind, " which is the most distinctly utopian and 
represents a crystallization of utopian thought during the 
Enlightenment. 
In the tenth stage, technology and Enlightenment thinking 
will continuously improve each other: "The progress of the 
sciences ensure the progress of the art of education which in 
turn advances that of the sciences" (Condorcet 196). Condorcet 
asserts that this "reciprocal influence" should be seen as the 
main cause for his hope that the future of humanity wil l  include 
"the abolition of inequality between nations, the progress of 
equality within each nation, and the true perfection of mankind" 
(Condorcet 173). He also asserts that the history of human 
thought indicates that this union between reason and technology 
is an inevitable step in human progress. In short, like Hegel, 
Condorcet believes history is a progression of thought from one 
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" truth, " or state of knowledge, to the next. When we finally 
progress to the next stage, we will,  for the first time in 
history, recognize that inequality between nations and men is not 
in our best interests. This recognition will then lead us to 
actively seek equality and a true, all-encompassing collectivity. 
According to Condorcet, true collectivity will free each 
individual to reach self-actualization because everyone's needs 
will be met by the activity of the community. 
Hume and Condorcet provide reliable samples of the 
Enlightenment approach to utopianism. However, Post­
Enlightenment texts began to suggest that the Enlightenment focus 
on reason neglected other factors which might be useful in 
developing a scheme to achieve utopia. Therefore, while Hume and 
Condorcet's texts share many characteristics with other 
Enlightenment texts, they differ significantly from post­
Revolution utopian visions. After the Revolution, many writers 
spent more time exploring other influences on the direction of 
society. Charles Fourier, for example, examined the role of 
emotion, or the " passions, " in the creation of a society. More 
importantly, thinkers like Hegel and Marx criticized the early 
modern and Enlightenment conceptions of man and society as 
distinct from each other. 
Charles Fourier began publishing his utopian texts at the 
very end of the eighteenth century, and his works contain a good 
deal of criticism directed toward Enlightenment versions of 
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utopia. Fourier agreed with Enlightenment thinkers that reason 
and science must be used for social betterment, and the many 
tables and mathematical formulas in his works attest to his faith 
in logic. However, Fourier argued that Enlightenment thinkers 
had placed too much emphasis on reason and had ignored human 
passions (Beecher and Bienvenu 8). He claimed that this 
oversight was the primary flaw in Enlightenment utopias and set 
out to correct the mistakes of earlier utopian thinkers by 
delineating the types of passions in his writings. Fourier's 
philosophy of human nature and the nature of the world was 
extremely optimistic. In short, he believed that work would make 
humanity happy when men could move freely from profession to 
profession and when society ceased to negatively label any 
professions (Fourier 27) . Fourier also argued that society was 
preventing man from enjoying the fullness of nature's bounty. He 
claimed that the scarcity principle was merely the result of 
greed and that if resources were used properly, no man would 
want. Like More, Fourier believed that the elimination of need 
would prevent many prevalent social ills. Eventually, Fourier 
created models of society based on his philosophies. These 
communities, known as phalanxs, were actually built in several 
countries, including the United States (Morris and Kross 108). 
Later, Hegel, and then Marx, believed that separating men 
and institutions created a false split between the subject (man) 
and the object (institution). Hegel also looked at history in a 
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new way. Instead of judging the institutions and beliefs of the 
past from the vantage point of present understanding, he refused 
to label past institutions and beliefs as good or bad, true or 
false. Rather, he believed that history is a process; each 
institution in the progression of history constituted step on the 
way to truth but was also a sort of · "truth" in itself . This new 
way of thinking meant that man could not be separated from the 
community and institutions in which he was situated, and 
therefore, institutions could not be changed independently of 
men. In other words, we cannot just change institutions and 
create better men. 
The Early Philosophy of Karl Marx 
Karl Marx is one of the most influential thinkers of the 
Post-Enlightenment to share Hegel and Condorcet's conception of 
history as an inevitable progression from one stage to the next. 
Just as importantly, he also shares Condorcet's belief that the 
perfection of humanity will be reached when we finally achieve 
true collectivity. Unlike these thinkers, however, Marx does not 
view the progression of history as a progression of ideas. 
Instead, in The German Ideology, he argues that history must be 
understood in terms of man's material existence. While Hegel 
argued that consciousness determines life, Marx argues that 
\\ Consciousness can never be anything else than conscious 
existence, and the existence of men is their actual life-process" 
(Marx 768). In other words, Hegel believed that mankind's 
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conceptions shape his material reality, and Marx argues the 
reverse, that mankind can shape the world but man's ability is 
limited by material forces outside of his control. 
Marx claims that this is the fundamental error, the "camera 
obscura, 0 which causes men to mistake their best interests for 
the best interests of others. Marx asserts that this problem 
must be described in terms of production. In his Economic and 
Philosophic Manuscripts of 1 844,  Marx explains that workers who 
do not own the means of production believe that it is in their 
best interests to produce. However, under capitalism, the more 
commodities that the worker produces, the more he becomes a 
commodity. As the worker becomes a commodity, his labor and the 
products of his labor become "a power independent of the 
producer" (Marx 764). In other words, the more that the worker 
works, the less he has. However, because the worker has less, he 
believes that he must work more, and the cycle repeats itself, 
continually increasing the gap between the workers and those who 
own the means of production. 
Marx also believes that this phenomenon powerfully affects 
the inner life of the worker. Eventually, the worker becomes 
completely alienated from the products of his labor, and 
therefore loses the ability to express himself in the world. 
Marx views this loss much like Hegel because he believes that man 
can only reach self-actualization by expressing himself in the 
material world. 
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The problem, then, as Marx sees it, is that man, and 
especially the worker, continually misunderstands his best 
interests. This misunderstanding alienates man from his true 
self and divides mankind into two unnatural groups: the worker, 
who works but does not control his labor, and the owner of the 
means of production, who does not labor but controls the labors 
of others. Neither group allows its members to reach self­
actualization, which Marx describes as the ability to be "freely 
active" ( Marx 767). The most efficient way for men to be "freely 
active" is to form a true collective or a community in which 
individuals work together to limit the amount of "forced labor" 
that each individual must perform to survive. 
Marx claims that mankind will begin to move toward this 
collective when the ideology of capitalism is unmasked, and men 
understand the true nature of their best interests for the first 
time. The Communist Manifesto, then, is Marx's attempt to awaken 
the proletariat to the reality of their situation . Therefore, 
while Marx himself would be against the classification of his 
work as utopian, I examine his Manifesto as a utopian text. I 
argue that the spirit, content, and form of the Manifesto 
identify the cause of the problems of poverty, both material and 
personal. Additionally, the Manifesto offers an idealized 
alternative to the present which is meant to motivate man to 
strive for the realization of Marx ' s  utopian vision. 
48 
Rhetoric and Structure of the Communist Manifesto 
As its title suggests, the Communist Manifesto fits into 
the literary genre of the manifesto. While the literary value of 
such a politically and socially revolutionary text might seem 
inconsequential, I believe that a close study of the rhetorical 
structure of Marx and Engels's influential work will reveal the 
utopian underpinnings of their text. By understanding both the 
structure and utopian nature of the Manifesto, we can gain a 
better understanding of the goals of the text and learn that Marx 
and Engels were asserting that socialism is the best and most 
natural system possible . 
According to Janet Lyon, "the manifesto is a complex, 
convention laden, ideologically inflected genre" (Lyon 10) . Lyon 
goes on to list five distinctive characteristics of the manifesto 
form . The manifesto, then, will in general: l)seem to be "plain 
talk" or seem to use very direct, transparent language, while 
actually offering extremely complex arguments 2)present a 
"foreshortened" history which brings the reader to the present 
moment 3) list the grievances of the oppressed group 4) create a 
distinctive, uniting "we, " meaning those represented by the text 
of the manifesto 5) emphasize the importance of the present and 
insist that the crisis is now, in this moment. Often, the 
presentation of the crisis is followed by a call to arms . The 
Communist Manifesto certainly makes use of all of the rhetorical 
tools Lyon describes. 
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The seemingly transparent rhetoric that Lyon describes 
figures prominently throughout the Manifesto . For example, Marx 
declares that the "theory of the Communists may be summed up in 
the single sentence: Abolition of private property" (Marx 219). 
While this idea seems simple, it is the grounding point for the 
utopian logic of the entire text. In other words, Marx claims 
that he is working towards a single goal-"Abolition of private 
property. " This goal echoes More's Utopia, and like More, Marx 
is describing, as well as presenting a complete, and complex plan 
to achieve, the utopian vision of the Communist Party. 
Like many other Enlightenment writers, Marx seemed to 
replace traditional narrative forms with more scientific types of 
writing, such as parataxis. The numerous lists in the Manifesto 
make the text easier to read and make the logic of the text seem 
more straightforward. However, through so much parataxis, Marx 
creates a strong, plot-driven narrative. The first section of 
the Manifesto, "Bourgeois and Proletarians, " offers a 
foreshortened history of class antagonism, beginning with feudal 
systems and ending with the bourgeois present. This history 
includes a list of the crimes of the oppressors and a list of the 
grievances of the proletarians. 
In this foreshortened history, Marx claims that the 
bourgeois class has transformed the world by transforming the 
modes of production. Interestingly, the text reveals Marx ' s  
ambivalence towards the bourgeois. While declaring the communist 
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party's intentions to destroy bourgeois society, Marx also 
reveals a certain admiration for the dominant class. He admires 
the bourgeoisie energy, admires them for playing a "most 
revolutionary part" in the history of the world and for 
"expanding [ ... ] over the whole surface of the globe (Marx 206, 
207). Indirectly, Marx goes on to argue that the proletariat, 
once it has come to power, will owe a certain debt to their 
oppressors, for the bourgeoisie have done a great deal to advance 
the progression of history. They have made class antagonism 
visible for the first time. The bourgeoisie have stripped 
capitalism of all the trappings of the middle ages and revealed 
that no real nexus exists between men except for naked self-
interest. Marx claims that this progression is valuable 
because it will inevitably lead to the waking of the proletariat. 
Now that men can see that free trade reduces them to mere wage 
laborers, they will rise in revolution and overthrow their 
oppressors. 
Most importantly, Marx is offering a grand, utopian 
narrative; he is telling his audience that things will be better 
in the future. In the communist utopia, the workers will own the 
means of production. Then, and only then, will exploitation 
disappear. People will no longer be defined only as wage 
laborers or thought of merely as a form of capital. Instead, 
people will be fairly compensated for their labor. Prosperity 
will mean the prosperity of the community, not merely the 
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prosperity of a few select property owners. This is the utopia 
of the Communist Manifesto, this , the shining ideal which 
motivates mankind to revolt-a world where there is no hunger , 
poverty , or need , and men are free to be men , not merely free to 
buy and sell. 
Throughout the Manifesto, Marx makes it clear that the 
Communist utopia cannot co-exist with the capitalist or bourgeois 
economic system and that it cannot be achieved without a violent 
struggle between the two classes. In order for this rhetoric to 
work , the two groups must be clearly divided , and the manifesto 
itself performs the division. By detailing the history of class 
struggle in such binary terms , the Manifesto forces its readers 
to choose sides. Yet , Marx ' s  method of address also vitally 
contributes to the reader ' s  sense that the decision to choose 
sides must be made immediately , that the crisis is upon us. He 
refers to himself as part of his audience ; he is part of and 
speaks for the "we "  that has been oppressed and now recognizes 
its oppression. 
Although Marx consistently refers to the "we"  of the 
Communist Party ( and by doing so , consolidates that "we " ) ,  the 
Manifesto is presumably directed toward the bourgeoisie. 
Throughout the text , the "we"  threatens the "you " with revolution 
and the inevitable establishment of a utopia antithetical to the 
bourgeoisie value system : " In one word , you reproach us with the 
intending to do away with your property. Precisely so ; that is 
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just what we intend" (Marx 2 2 1). In these sentences, and others, 
Marx assumes that his proletariat audience agrees with his 
intentions. Thus joined with his audience, the "we" is complete 
and frees Marx to attack the presumed bourgeois audience, as well 
as all other social and political groups that do not share the 
intentions of the Communist Party . 
Now that Marx has established the universal, colonizing, 
"we" of the manifesto, he urges the proletariat towards 
revolution. All of history has been leading towards the present 
moment, and the time is ripe for change, indeed for the 
establishment of the communist utopia. Marx ends the Manifesto 
with a powerful call to arms: "Let the ruling classes tremble at 
a communist revolution. The proletarians have nothing to lose 
but their chains. They have world to win . Working men of all 
countries, unite ! "  (Marx 2 41). 
Learning about Hwnan Possibility £ram Marx and the History or 
Mancism 
Marx ends his the Manifesto with a powerful rallying call 
to revolution: "unite ! "  (Marx 2 41). Although I have presented 
the Communist Manifesto as a utopian text, I do so with the 
understanding that revolution is a fundamental part of the 
creation of a Marxist community . I do not believe that 
revolutions necessarily (or even often) result in community ; 
however, I do believe that Marx offered a diagnosis of society's 
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problems and that the Manifesto is his way of implementing a 
solution. 
As the Manifesto reveals, Marx wanted to be a 
revolutionary. He wanted action. In the Manifesto, he argues 
that utopianists who describe their specific visions of utopia 
serve only to inform the working class of the problems that exist 
in their society. Marx, on the other hand, asserted that the 
future of communism will be naturally determined by the force of 
history-a force inevitably propelling the proletariat towards 
revolution (Marx 238). Because he believed in history as the 
driving force behind Marxism, he believed that the future would 
take care of itself. 
Marx's sense of determinism is not the only theoretical 
flaw that can be found by examining the manifesto. As McCord 
makes clear, there are two very basic inherent flaws in the 
theory of Marxism. The first flaw arises out of Marx's ignorance 
of economics. According to McCord, Marx disdained the study of 
economics and studied it "only in an attempt to provide a 
realistic base for the abstract Hegelian concept of ' alienation'" 
(McCord 253). The theory of surplus value and exploited labor 
failed when communist leaders such as Lenin and Mao failed to 
successfully adapt the theory for real situations. 
More importantly, McCord describes the flaws in Marx's 
assessment of human nature. Although Marx does not state any of 
his beliefs about human nature, he does base his theories on at 
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least one unstated assumption-that mankind, guided by history, 
will ultimately create a just, equitable, and socialist society. 
According to Marx, the natural impulse of humanity is towards 
this socialist utopia and therefore history will act as our guide 
as we seek to achieve a true collectivity. Marx believes that 
humanity will eventually realize that true self-interest works in 
harmony with the interests of the community, and once we 
understand this, we will be able to reach utopia. 
Marx's concept of history also affected his perception of 
society. He uses logic to argue that capitalism has distorted 
the community of the family and has created in its place a set of 
relationships based solely on the principles of commerce (Marx 
224). However, this assertion-true or false--is nearly 
irrelevant; logical arguments alone cannot disarm an institution 
which is not founded on logic. From the history of Marxism, we 
can learn that old institutions do not dissolve easily or 
quickly. Even if political institutions can be radically altered 
by revolution, society will be slow to change. 
In short, history has not propelled us to a free and 
equitable society. However, Marx's work provides a thoughtful 
and compelling narrative which diagnoses the problem of society 
as a problem of misunderstanding. His work also offers a 
compelling alternative to the present reality-a true collective 
in which individuals accurately understand their own best 
interests and help each other reach self-actualization. Although 
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Marx's belief that men will inevitably realize the truth and 
history will determine the rest may be misguided, Marx's 
alternative life-world is a compelling and inspirational utopia. 
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Chapter Three : Moving from "We" to "I" and Losing Utopia? 
Development and Characteri.e,. " ,..c, ,...,: ,,,.,.. .... ian Literature and Thought 
Since 1914 
The most significant change in utopian thought during the 
twentieth century has been the pervasive loss of faith in the 
possibility of utopia. Although the causes of this gradual loss 
of faith are numerous and not altogether traceable, there are 
three major reasons that utopian thinking seems to be 
disappearing. First and of most importance, the failures of 
historical utopias, especially Marxism, have disillusioned many 
members of contemporary society. Secondly, many literary utopias 
no longer seem relevant because they traditionally represent 
isolated utopias. With the technological advances of the 
twentieth century, globalization has become an indisputable 
reality. Thirdly, these utopias may seem unrealistic because the 
prevailing mindset of Western cultures has shifted from 
communitarian to liberal. Many traditional utopias depict 
societies in which rights of the individual yield to the needs of 
the community�an idea that conflicts with the contemporary ideal 
of the individual as supreme. 
As noted in the previous chapter, the loss of faith in 
utopianism began long before the twentieth century. Many utopian 
socialists disliked the term "utopian" because they believed that 
it signified inaction and unattainable fantasy. Instead, many 
eighteenth and nineteenth century thinkers argued that society 
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could be perfected through science and logic. Although they 
refused to be labeled as utopianists, their works were still 
clearly meant to, and often did, inspire actual political and 
societal change. 
Contemporary literary utopias also reflect the fact that 
societies around the world are increasingly connected and 
interdependent. Interestingly, these international connections 
serve to highlight the differences between cultures. Now, more 
than ever, the average person is aware of the abundance of 
cultures and the difficulty in uniting people across cultural 
boundaries. In other words, although the world is now more 
connected than ever, it has never seemed so fragmented. These 
facts are particularly relevant to our study because we must be 
aware that it would be impossible to account for the present 
state of all societies on earth. Therefore, I have chosen to 
focus on Western European and American culture in my analysis. 
More specifically, I focus on the ways in which contemporary 
literary utopias reflect the ever-increasing Western focus on 
individualism. 
As discussed, Marx was one of the most important nineteenth 
century thinkers. However, the effects of his �anti-utopian" 
sentiment and his utopian writings are not his most significant 
contributions to contemporary utopianism. His most far reaching 
influence has been the failure of his ideals. In fact, Marx's 
theories have been persuasive enough to inspire several societies 
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to try to implement them. These revolutions were fueled by 
incredible amounts of idealism, and, as the theories that 
inspired them proved to be unworkable in reality, disillusionment 
followed. This disillusionment caused many to label utopian or 
idealistic and revolutionary thinking as futile. Many of today's 
thinkers mistakenly believe that the failure of false 
collectivities signifies the impossibility of forming true 
collectivities. This general suspicion of collectivity has 
pushed many utopian writers to reject all collectivities and 
envision a heroic individualism as the only path to utopia. 
As Northrop Frye points out, literature reflects the state 
of the society in which it was written. Utopian literature is no 
exception-contemporary utopian literature reflects contemporary 
society. In his article, "Varieties of Utopian Literature, " Frye 
argues that the vast majority of literary utopian works have 
shared certain characteristics since the notion of utopia was 
first conceived by Greek philosophers. He goes on to argue that 
utopianism has disappeared because there are very few 
contemporary literary utopias which are consistent with the 
tradition of utopian writing. I would argue that the genre of 
literary utopia still exists; however, it no longer exists in its 
traditional form. Instead, utopian literature reflects the 
current disillusionment and fragmentation of the present. 
In her article "Beyond Stasis and Symmetry: Lessing, 
LeGuin, and the Remodeling of Utopia, " Naomi Jacobs describes 
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this change as a move from the idealized "narrative stasis" of 
earlier utopias to the more dynamic "open-ended" texts. She 
asserts that this change is not merely a shift, but a triumph of 
the adaptability of utopianism. In order to remain relevant, 
contemporary utopias had to and have "overcome narrative stasis 
through ambiguity, contradiction , fragmentation" (Jacobs 110-
111) . 
All of these factors-disillusionment with Marxism, 
increasing cynicism towards collectivities, globalization, and 
the rise of the individual as hero-have caused the 
straightforward and satirical utopias of the past to be replaced 
by more complex, fragmented, and even subversive utopian texts. 
In fact, as Dennis Rohatyn claims, some of the most powerful 
utopian texts of today may actually be or seem like dystopias. 
These dystopian texts, however, act as "search lights that enable 
us to see just what is indispensable, what cannot be suffered or 
permitted, no matter what the circumstances" (Rohatyn 99). Like 
utopian texts, dystopian texts attempt to diagnose problems, but 
unlike utopia texts, dystopian texts do not offer an idealized 
alternative reality. Instead, dystopian texts predict future 
problems or illustrate the consequences of ignoring the problems 
of the present. 
As Rohatyn asserts, Margaret Atwood's The Handmaid ' s  Tale 
acts as one of these illuminating dystopias by predicting future 
problems. The Handmaid ' s  Tale, written as a straightforward 
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story, describes the perfectly stable and homogenous collectivity 
that might once have been described as a utopia. The tale is set 
in Gilead, a theocratic country of the future, where rigid 
societal roles have eliminated the appearance of crime and even 
indecency. As she creates Gilead, Atwood exposes humanity's 
desire for perfection as the heart of the search for utopia. If 
she had stopped there, and merely created a "perfect" society, 
Atwood's text might well be considered irrelevant and 
anachronistic. Fortunately, Atwood's text goes much deeper and 
reveals the flaws that underlie the apparent flawlessness of 
Gilead. 
Unlike earlier utopias, which portrayed stability and 
sameness as desirable by parading the views of content citizens, 
the dystopian Handmaid ' s  Tale is narrated by Offred, an extremely 
discontent citizen. Offred has lived through the revolution 
which created Gilead, and in that revolution, she lost her love, 
Luke, and her daughter. Her new role in society is that of a 
handmaid; during the most fertile days of her cycle, she submits 
to a sterile sex ceremony with her mistress's husband in order to 
conceive a child for her. As a handmaid, all of Offred's 
physical needs are cared for; however, she lacks meaningful human 
connection. Although she complies with the rules of Gilead, she 
is unhappy and resentful; Gilead does not allow her any 
individual expression. Because she has no other way of reaching 
self-actualization, she takes every opportunity to rebel. In 
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other words, the false collectivity of Gilead forces her into the 
role of the heroic individual. 
George Orwell's Animal Farm also deals with the perils of 
false collectivity. His text is an allegory which criticizes the 
major problems of Marxism in the Soviet Union. Using a boar to 
represent Marx and farm animals to represent the proletariat, 
Orwell describes the idealistic and egalitarian beginnings of 
Marxism. The boar inspires the animals to revolt against the 
farmer who "oppresses" them. The revolt succeeds, but over time, 
the boars become greedy and begin to withhold the resources of 
the farm from the other animals. By the end of the book, the 
farm animals look into the window of the house, where the pigs 
sit at the table with men. Ironically, they cannot tell the men 
from the pigs or the pigs from the men. 
The Rhetoric and Structure of Atlas Shrugged 
Orwell's text offers a powerful critique of the 
shortcomings of Marxism in practice; however, Animal Farm does 
not directly address Marxism in theory. The works of Ayn Rand, 
on the other hand, continuously deal with Marxist theory. Rand 
was born in the Soviet Union and experienced many of the failings 
of Soviet Marxism firsthand. Perhaps due to her experiences with 
Russian socialism, Rand idealized free market capitalism. Later 
in life, she immigrated to the United States and developed her 
own utopian theory known as Obj ectivism. 
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Interestingly, Objectivism defines the problems of society 
in many of the same terms as Marxism. Like Marx, Rand asserts 
that our misunderstanding of our own best interests is the 
primary obstacle standing between mankind and utopia. Rand also 
believes that a true collectivity will allow each individual to 
reach self-actualization. In Atlas Shrugged, Rand claims that 
many people mistakenly believe that they are responsible to care 
for those who cannot care for themselves. In Rand's alternative 
world, humanity finally understands that each man bears 
responsibility for himself and no one else . This understanding 
frees individuals to form a collectivity based on mutual respect, 
not mutual need. 
Although Rand's novel is driven by her philosophy rather 
than plot, a basis understanding of the plot is necessary in 
order to grasp the complexities of her philosophy as they appear 
throughout the text. In the simplest of terms, the plot of the 
novel centers on its protagonist, Dagny Taggart. Dagny serves 
under her brother Jim as vice president for the family railroad, 
Taggart Transcontinental. In Rand's terms, Dagny is a "producer" 
because she possesses the intelligence and ambition to keep the 
railroad running in the face of increasingly insurmountable 
obstacles. Jim, on the other hand, is a "looter" because he 
possesses no intelligence or creative power of his own and 
therefore must take advantage of the producers in order to 
survive . 
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The entire plot centers on the conflict between these two 
types of people. The producers seek to produce, and the looters 
make production increasingly more difficult by draining the 
resources of the producers. It is important to note that the 
majority of the population consists of looters, and Rand only 
considers a small group of the elite to be producers. As the 
conflict between producers and looters escalates, John Galt 
emerges as a major figure. Galt, a producer, realizes the 
treachery of the looters and determines to mobilize the producers 
against them. Galt seeks out the producers and persuades them to 
withdraw from public service and industry. Throughout the novel, 
Dagny proves to be the most difficult for Galt to persuade, but 
in the end, she too decides to leave the looters to the 
destruction that they deserve. Once all of the looters have been 
destroyed, the producers will be free to create their own free 
market utopia. 
Although Rand's Atlas Shrugged offers a vision of utopia. 
I find her notion of collectivity problematic. Rand describes a 
group of individuals joining to form a collectivity because they 
all idealize unbridled selfishness. Rand, however, does not 
consider the possibility that the interests of one member of the 
group may at some time come into conflict with the interests of 
another member. The utopian collective Rand describes is also 
extremely disturbing because it is created through the 
destruction of society and the extermination of the general 
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public. In fact, the novel's closing portrays the handful of 
living producers looking out over the desolation of the earth and 
preparing to go back to it: "They could not see the world beyond 
the mountains, there was only a void of darkness and rock, but 
the darkness was hiding the ruins of a continent [_ ] ' The road is 
cleared, ' said Galt. ' We are going back to the world'" (Rand 
1073). However, this desolation surrounds Rand's idea of utopia. 
My focus, then, is to examine this utopia and the ways in which 
the "dystopian" text written around it interact with and support 
Rand's vision of a capitalist utopia. 
When considering Atlas Shrugged as a utopian text, it is 
important to examine it first as a novel because the novel form 
is particularly well-suited vessel for Rand's utopia. 
Historically, the rise of the novel and the rise of the 
individual coincide and encourage each other. Rand's strong bias 
in favor of liberalism can be seen in her choice of the novel as 
her medium. Like many modern novels, Atlas Shrugged uses a 
variety of symbols to create levels of meaning and is character 
driven, not plot driven. However, it is important to note that 
Rand's text does not center on Dagny alone. Although she is the 
protagonist, Dagny is far from the only round or dynamic 
character on the novel. 
By creating a variety of well-developed characters, Rand is 
able to do two important things. First, she encourages the 
reader to identify with the struggles of each individual in the 
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group of producers, without seeing them as a group. It is 
crucial that the individual producers do not blend into a 
community of producers because, to Rand, it is their 
individuality and capacity for independent thought that makes 
them admirable. Secondly, this proliferation of characters 
allows Rand to repeat her message many times within the framework 
of the text. Each character gradually learns to break free from 
the artificial constraints of community to reach personal 
fulfillment, and each time this happens, Rand leads the reader 
closer to her perspective. By the time Dagny finally has her 
epiphany, the scene feels familiar to the reader. However, this 
familiarity is extremely useful because it creates an almost 
neutral backdrop for her utopian vision. It allows Rand to take 
the reader from the known epiphany scenes to an unfamiliar and 
wondrous utopia. 
The most self evident symbol in the novel is Atlas. In 
mythology, Atlas supports the world on his shoulders. If he were 
to shrug, as he does in Rand's title, the world would tumble to 
destruction. In the novel, Atlas symbolizes the "producers, " or 
those members of society who are capable of great creativity and 
great productivity. When these Atlas characters realize that 
shouldering the world keeps them from being their most 
productive, they shrug or go on a "strike of the mind. " John 
Galt leads this strike from the shadows, and is known as the 
"destroyer" to the "looters, " or those who depend upon the 
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producers for survival. By the end of the novel, however, Rand 
reveals that Atlas is justified in shrugging. The world is 
indeed keeping him from fulfillment, and it is his absolute right 
to produce for himself without regard for others who might need 
him to survive. 
Although the novel contains numerous symbols, there are two 
symbols which are particularly useful in terms of the liberal­
communitarian debate: the railroad and the glowing cigarette. 
The railroad both literally and symbolically connects members of 
society. The cigarette, on the other hand, represents 
independence and individuality. The inner conflict of the 
novel's protagonist Dagny Taggart can be traced through her 
changing relationship with these symbols. 
Dagny is one of the producers, and most of the novel is 
told from her perspective. At the beginning of the novel, Dagny 
cannot be separated from the railroad. Her great passion in life 
is running the railroad, even though the railroad president seems 
bent on its destruction. Rand portrays Dagny as a strong, 
creative woman who is dragged down by the incompetence of those 
around her. She feels compelled to keep the railroad running, in 
spite of ever increasing obstacles because she accepts the idea 
of social obligation. She spends a great deal of energy and 
creativity on the railroad-relaxing only long enough to enjoy an 
occasional cigarette. In other words, because the cigarette 
represents her individuality, Dagny only allows a few moments a 
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day for herself. She devotes the rest of her time serving the 
public, ensuring the viability of the transportation system which 
connects the nation. 
Dagny's perspective begins to change, however, when she 
meets Hank Rearden. Rearden, another producer, experiences many 
of the same feelings and struggles as Dagny. He has created 
Rearden metal, which is lighter, stronger, and cheaper to make 
than steel. The government of the looters, however, overrides 
his patent rights so that those inferior to him could still 
compete with him in a "capitalist" market. Rearden's wife, 
unable to equal her husband in intelligence or goodness, 
collaborates with the looters in order to destroy him. 
Like Dagny, Rearden feels an overwhelming obligation to 
support his family, even though he knows they scorn him for his 
productivity. When Dagny and Rearden meet, they both experience 
the same revelation: "I am not alone in my ability and need to 
produce. " When the two become lovers, they take the first step 
away from their artificially imposed connections and begin the 
journey toward independence. 
The journey proves to be extremely difficult for each of 
them; however, Dagny, with her powerful connection to the 
railroad, has a more difficult way than Rearden. Rand draws out 
Dagny's struggle to make Dagny a more compelling characher. If 
Dagny could easily abandon those who need her, she might merely 
seem unkind or less likable to the readers. Instead, she 
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sacrifices much of herself for those around her and experiences a 
great deal of pain before she is able to see what Rand calls the 
"virtue of selfishness. " John Galt, however, recognizes Dagny's 
greatness, and unseen, pushes her towards her final realization 
that she must be selfish. 
Before she accepts selfishness as a virtue, however, Dagny 
accidentally crashes her plane into the utopia of the producers. 
Although Rand's text has not borne any similarities to 
traditional utopias up to this point, she frames Dagny's first 
experience with utopia in a traditional travel narrative. Like 
More's Hythlodaeus, Dagny reaches utopia accidentally and is 
given a tour by a utopian citizen. The tour guide, John Galt, is 
familiar with the customs, laws, and citizens of Rand's utopia. 
Galt's description of utopia, however, is vastly different from 
the communitarian utopias that we have examined so far. He 
describes a purely liberal, capitalist utopia. 
Rand's utopia lies hidden in mountains of Colorado, 
shielded by refractor waves which hide it from the sight of the 
looters. A solid gold dollar sign hangs in the middle of the 
valley, and every person who lives there must take a solemn oath: 
"I swear-by my life and my love of it-that I will never live for 
the sake of another man, nor ask another man to live for mine" 
(Rand 104 7) . 
Each citizen then, lives and produces only for himself. As 
Galt guides Dagny through utopia, he introduces her to the great 
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corporate giants who had vanished from the world. In the valley, 
these men work as farmers and shopkeepers, the great 
intellectuals as mechanics and janitors. As Dagny journeys 
through utopia, she sees a bank, an oil refinery, a power plant, 
and perhaps most importantly, a cigarette factory. The factory 
produces cigarettes, marked with the sign of the dollar, which 
are smoked by all of the citizens of the valley-a reminder of 
their independence and individuality. 
Although cigarettes are prevalent in the valley, Dagny does 
not see a railroad. In other words, the utopia lacks the symbol 
of connection. This is not to say that the utopia lacks 
corrununity. Instead, the lack of a railroad in the valley 
represents the total freedom from social obligation referred to 
in the citizen's oath. Instead of obligation, the oath and their 
corrunon interests form the basis for a community. All citizens of 
the valley are producers. They do not use more than they 
produce, but they believe in the constant growth of production. 
No one gives any one else in the valley anything because they all 
believe that justice is receiving only what one earns. 
During her accidental visit, Dagny shares the utopians' 
vision of justice; however, she does not take the oath because 
she still feels some responsibility to save those who depend on 
her for survival. Unwilling to take the oath, Dagny leaves the 
valley. However, as the world begins to disintegrate, Dagny 
realizes that those who are not producers are willfully looters. 
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She learns that the looters hate the producers because they 
cannot compete with them in a free market. Unable to change the 
superior nature of the producers, the looters work to change the 
system. The looters' attempt to destroy the free market system 
finally leads Dagny to accept the virtue of selfishness and 
return to the valley where the free market that she so loves 
exists in its truest form . 
Learning about Human Possibility from Ayn Rand 
Ayn Rand's work, though not a traditional utopia, 
illuminates the liberal-corrununitarian debate in several important 
ways. First, she provides a theory of human nature based on her 
assumption that the natural and de facto order is determined by 
Social Darwinism. She asserts that society's problems stem from 
our acceptance of artificial social obligations . These 
obligations prevent the producers from reaching their full 
potential and allow the looters to survive. Secondly, she offers 
a alternative; her utopian vision elucidates the possibilities 
for affirmative corrununity within a free market utopia. 
According to Rand's text, there are exactly two types of 
human beings: producers and looters. Producers are naturally 
able and hardworking. Rand emphasizes the naturalness of their 
productivity by giving her readers glimpses into the early 
thought life of producers through characters like Dagny and 
Cheryl. As children, producers believed in justice, in a world 
where people were not obligated to each other but free to choose 
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their own communities. Although they did not yet have the 
vocabulary, they assumed that the world would run according to 
the principals of free market trade. Again, because Rand 
describes these ideas as coming from the minds of children, she 
implies that these thoughts are natural and right. 
Looters, on the other hand, are born as producers. 
However, through life experiences, they learn that they are not 
the most capable of the producers. They realize that in a system 
of Social Darwinism, they will not survive and therefore, try to 
change the system. According to Rand, the looters see their own 
weaknesses clearly, and they reject their natural place in 
society. Instead, they work to destroy the natural order of 
things, to manipulate the producers so that the strong will be 
forced into the service of the weak. Although Rand describes the 
looters as evil, they are still attempting to manipulate the 
situation according to the principles of social Darwinism. 
It is important to note here that, according to Rand, 
Social Darwinism determines human nature. Rand does not believe 
that changing the system will lead to utopia or the perfection of 
humanity because she does not believe that the system can be 
changed. In short, men will inevitably become either producers 
or looters because of the unchangeable workings of Social 
Darwinsim. To emphasize this bifurcation of humanity, Rand 
creates over thirty characters in Atlas Shrugged , and each 
character is either a looter or a producer, never both. In such 
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a world, these two groups, by definition, live in opposition. 
Each group must destroy the other in order to achieve their 
goals. The looters must keep the producers from reaching their 
full potential in order to survive. The producers will by 
default destroy the weaker looters if they choose to reach their 
full potential by rejecting the needs of the looters. 
Interestingly, Rand's descriptions of these two groups 
argue for the possibility of community. Even though a system of 
Social Darwinism seems to discourage community and promote self­
interest, Rand reveals that communities can be created. However, 
Rand's text also reveals that these communities are the result 
common interest; the looters form a community of looters and the 
producers a community of producers. In short, community can 
exist only when individuals are bound together by a common 
interest. Theoretically then, the only reason for more than one 
community to exist would be a plurality of interests. If we 
grant Rand's assumption of Social Darwinism and theory of human 
nature, two communities cannot exist peacefully  because their 
interests will naturally  be in opposition. 
These facts and assumptions make two things clear about the 
possibility of utopia. First, the looters will never achieve 
utopia because the looters can only survive by stealing the 
resources of the producers. Secondly, the producers cannot 
achieve utopia while the looters exist because the producers 
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cannot reach their full potential while the looters are 
interfering with their productivity. 
In order to achieve a utopia, then, the producers must 
eliminate the looters by removing themselves from the 
marketplace, hence the "strike of the mind. " While the strike is 
justified in the minds of the producers, it results in violence 
and destruction. In Rand's novel, the destruction of the looters 
clears the way for the creation of a free market utopia. It is 
important to note here that the destruction of the looter 
conununity is, and must be, total. If any looters had survived, 
they would not have deferred to the producers' systems, and 
mankind would remain locked in unproductive conflict. 
Rand's text then teaches us three important things about 
the possibility of utopia. First, man is entirely self­
interested, and selfishness is natural and virtuous. Any vision 
of utopia must take human nature into account if it is to be 
successful. Second, conununity can exist, but only when all 
members of the conununity have shared interests. Third, utopia is 
possible, but only when all opposing view points are eliminated. 
In short, Rand's vision of utopia may seem relevant and possible 
today because it is based on the rights of the individual and 
free market capitalism. However, I would argue that this type of 
utopia is not a true collectivity because totally selfish 
individuals cannot achieve the balance between liberalism and 
conununitarianism which is necessary to sustain true collectivity. 
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I also believe that the creation of her utopia requires the same 
violence that destroyed the idealism bred by Marxism and the same 




Conclusion: The Importance of Utopian Thought 
Like the producers described by Ayn Rand, Americans today 
glorify competition. In fact, unlike earlier generations, we 
deny that competition leads to divisiveness. In other words, we 
have, as a culture, accepted the idea that competition does not 
damage community. Even religious groups, which have 
traditionally preferred systems which encourage unity and 
community, have become promoters of capitalism and competition. 
I would argue, however, that unrestrained competition leads to 
fragmentation and that all of the utopias which we have examined 
here suggest that we must overcome fragmentation in order to 
reach utopia. Instead, utopian literature suggests that it is 
vital that we strike a balance between liberalism and 
communitarianism. We will reach utopia when we create a 
collectivity in which individuals can reach self-actualization. 
Although they use different terms and operate in different 
contexts More, Marx, and Rand all diagnose the same problem. 
Each one identifies competition between separate collectivities 
as the problem which keeps humanity from reaching its full 
potential. More asserts that the competition is between the rich 
and poor. Marx describes the division as between the workers and 
those that own the means of production. Rand argues that men are 
divided into two categories: looters and producers. 
In each case, two collectivities are seeking to harm each 
other, and in each case, the solution is the creation of a 
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singular collectivity. The forms of these collectivities differ 
widely because of each author's liberal or conununitarian bias. 
For example, More argues that men will unite into a single 
conununity only when private property is eliminated, thus 
eliminating any property defined distinctions. Marx believes 
that the workers must seize the means of production from the 
property owners, so that the workers and those who own the means 
of production will be a single group. He asserts that men will 
naturally form a true collectivity once they finally understand 
that cooperation is in the best interests of all. Rand's concept 
of utopia is the most troubling because she does not believe that 
there can be a moment of enlightenment for humanity as a whole. 
Instead, she believes that only the elite are capable of 
realizing the truth about their best interests. She asserts that 
the producers must destroy all of the looters in order to realize 
their full productive capability as individuals. In short, Rand 
claims that one of the two existing collectivities must be 
eliminated in order to form a true collective of individuals. 
These different views concerning utopia arise from 
different assumptions about human nature. The texts of More, 
Marx, and Rand all reveal self-interest as one of the strongest 
motivators for human behavior, yet, they disagree about the root 
of this pervasive self-interest and about its moral implications. 
More, along with many other Humanist thinkers, asserts that 
mankind is naturally good. More's representation of Utopia 
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indicates that capitalism promotes a false self-interest which 
conflicts with the needs of the community. Capitalism creates 
artificial scarcity, and because men are reasonable creatures, 
acting selfishness is reasonable within this economic context. 
His text reveals that the right economic and political 
institutions will remove the hindrances of wealth and hierarchy. 
Once these hindrances are removed, mankind will understand that 
true self-interest is in harmony with the needs of the community 
and therefore is morally superior to selfishness. 
Marx, on the other hand, claims that self-interest is 
actually a desire for self-expression in the world and that this 
desire is part of what it means to be human. Ironically, Rand's 
view of human nature aligns closely with Marx's. As Rand's 
protagonist Dagny illustrates, humans act in their own best 
interest in order to reach self-actualization (total freedom to 
produce), which is naturally desirable. 
The concept of human nature, however, is now more troubled 
than ever. In fact, some identity theorists claim that there is 
no essential commonality which makes us human, not natural 
goodness, not desire. While the need for affirmative community 
is evidenced in both history and literature, the best possible 
type utopia is difficult to determine due to different 
conceptions of human nature and different definitions of true 
collectivity. In short, there is so much diversity of opinion 
that we may never reach a universal utopia . However, we should 
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not stop striving. Jurgen Habermas takes this diversity into 
account to develop his own theories about the nature of humanity, 
community, and the path to utopia. Just as importantly, Habermas 
values the process of communication and collaboration between 
diverse groups as a sort of half-formed utopia in itself. 
I believe that Habermas's theories are particularly 
relevant because he advocates collectivity while allowing room 
for individuality. I also strongly agree with his assertion that 
utopian thought is vital to the formation of a positive 
collectivity. Historically, utopianism has played a vital role 
in the formation of community. In " The Crisis of the Welfare 
State and the Exhaustion of Utopian Energies, " Habermas stresses 
the importance of a vital utopian discourse and expresses his 
concern that modern utopian energies are flagging. Habermas 
legitimately fears the consequences of a total loss of faith in 
the possibility of affirmative community; if humanity ceases to 
believe that utopia can be achieved, we will most certainly stop 
working towards it. 
In light of the failures of previous utopias, Habermas 
creates his own sort of utopia. His theory of the public sphere 
and communicative action is at once a vision of utopia and a 
method of reaching it. In "Enlightenment-An Incomplete 
Project, " Habermas recognizes that the project of Enlightenment, 
as described by Kant, has not been realized; however, he bases 
his theories on the power of reason to create an affirmative 
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conununity. Habermas also emphasizes the idea that the process is 
in itself good, even if we never fully realize utopia. In short, 
Habermas's theory of the public sphere retains all of the 
hopefulness of a utopian text but proposes a new, and I believe 
more viable, course of action. Instead of achieving utopia 
through violent revolution, Habermas hopes to create a free and 
equitable society through the power of conununication. 
According to Robert Holub, Habermas's theory of 
conununicative action presents a " model that considers human 
beings in dialogue with each other" as " the foundation for 
emancipatory social thought" (Holub 125). Within the context of 
the public sphere, individuals are free to express their 
opinions. Paradoxically, it is this very plurality of voices 
which will lead us to conununity. Instead of seeking to control 
and unify the diversity of voices within the public sphere, 
Habermas asserts that we should seek understanding. A rational 
understanding of the different types of conununities leads to 
respect for diversity. Although this respect does not 
necessarily unify diverse conununities, it does allow diverse 
conununities to co-exist peacefully. 
The search for utopia, then, is the search for a true 
collectivity. Although, we may never reach a universal utopia or 
a perfect collectivity, we should not stop striving. By 
respecting the diversity of modern societies and seeking 
understanding through conununication, we may be able to create 
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affirmative community and achieve a balance between liberalism 
and communitarianism. 
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